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The Port of Seattle (“Port”) appeals the district court’s dismissal with
prejudice of its claims arising from its payment of wholesale electricity rates. The
dismissal of the action by the district court is affirmed on the ground that the
Port’ s claims are barred by the doctrine of conflict preemption. See U.S. CONST.

art. VI, cl. 2; Gadda v. Ashcroft, 377 F.3d 934, 946 (9th Cir. 2004) (as amended),

" The Honorable James M. Fitzgerald, Senior United States District Judge
for the District of Alaska, sitting by designation.



cert. denied, 543 U.S. 876 (2004). The Port’ s requested relief squarely conflicts
with existing FERC proceedings and orders. To avoid interfering with these
proceedings, this case is dismissed.

DISMISSED.



